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Scholars have long noted paradoxical results surrounding women’s
higher-than-expected job appraisals, particularly in the face of persis-
tent pay gaps, segregation, discrimination, and glass ceilings. Part of
the problem is that traditional appraisal indicators (e.g., job satisfaction)
typically reflect an amalgam of intrinsic and extrinsic evaluations and
omit from consideration power-laden, gendered workplace interactions.
In this article, we focus on and suggest an alternative conception—dig-
nity at work and its central elements, respect and recognition—to more
convincingly capture women’s job-specific experiences and associated
inequalities. Our analyses, drawing on nearly 6,000 full-time workers
from the General Social Survey (2002–18), clearly demonstrate that
women experience less dignity at work than do men—dignity that is
notably undercut by firsthand encounters with workplace gender dis-
crimination and sexual harassment.We conclude by underscoring the
importance of women’s workplace dignity and the need for ample rec-
ognition of the unjust gendered encounters many women continue to
experience.
Gender inequalities in contemporary employment persist in the United
States and abroad despite growing parity in job experience, tenure, and
educational qualifications (e.g., DiPrete and Buchmann 2013; Blau and
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Gendered Dignity at Work
Kahn 2017; Kalev and Deutsch 2018). Especially pronounced, according to
sociological and economic research, are lingering wage gaps (e.g., Cohen,
Huffman, and Knauer 2009; Mandel and Semyonov 2014; Schäfer and
Gottschall 2015; Blau and Kahn 2017), disparities in promotion (e.g., Man-
del and Semyonov 2006; Arulampalam, Booth, and Bryan 2007; Blau and
Devaro 2007), biases in hiring (e.g., Correll, Benard, and Paik 2007; Quad-
lin 2018; Yavorsky 2019), uneven allocation of job tasks (e.g., King et al.
2012), and persistent patterns of occupational sex segregation (e.g., Alonso-
Villar, Del Rio, and Gradin 2012; Stainback and Tomaskovic-Devey 2012;
Blau, Brummund, and Liu 2013). Do women, however, perceive of such
treatment as unjust? Or are they apt to normalize such inequalities and
consequently report similar job appraisals as men?

Gender similarity or difference in job appraisals is a poignant topic and
one that is relevant to the study of gender inequality generally and sociology
of the workplace, organizations, and the labor process in particular (Aus-
purg, Hinz, and Sauer 2017). It is also consistent with the sociological atten-
tion to distributive justice and how status structures shape reward expecta-
tions (e.g., Berger et al. 1977; Kalkhoff and Thye 2006; Melamed 2012).
Prior research, in fact, has established that negative appraisals tend to erode
mental and physical health, self-esteem, professional efficacy, interpersonal
relationships, and job engagement (Maslach, Schaufeli, and Leiter 2001;
Robbins, Ford, and Tetrick 2012; Prottas 2013). It is perhaps for this reason
that scholars such as Hodson (2001; see also Bolton 2007) have pointed to
the relevance of and greater need for sociological reflection and analyses
of “dignity at work.” Yet, specific attention to dignity in gender and work-
place inequality literatures is seldom systematically broached aside from
comparative analyses ofmen’s andwomen’s evaluations of job satisfaction.
Findings in this regard have been mixed, leading some to conclude that
there is a “female paradox,” wherein women experience substantial labor
market inequalities, yet report similar or even higher levels of job satisfac-
tion than men (e.g., Mueller and Wallace 1996; Younts and Mueller 2001;
Zhou 2015; Buchanan and Milnes 2019).

Part of the challenge, we believe, lies in moving sociological analysis be-
yond reliance on general indicators like job satisfaction as proxies for the
dignity that one derives from employment (see also Judge et al. [2010] for
a review). More detailed and job-specific measures that capture interper-
sonal respect from colleagues or assessments of fairness would, in our
view—and that of scholars who explicitly consider the construct of dignity
(e.g., Bolton 2007; Liebig and Sauer 2016; Lucas et al. 2017)—likely better
capture the employment experiences and inequalities that women reflect
Roscigno, Department of Sociology, 238 Townshend Hall, 1885 Neil Avenue Mall, Ohio
State University, Columbus, Ohio 43210. E-mail: Roscigno.1@osu.edu
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American Journal of Sociology
upon. Few analyses to date, however, have explicitly considered key ele-
ments of workplace dignity and their relevance to gender, let alone how they
might be impacted by relatively prevalent forms of inequality-laden, gendered
treatment on the job—the most explicit being employment-based gender dis-
crimination and sexual harassment (e.g., McLaughlin, Uggen, and Black-
stone 2012; McCann, Tomaskovic-Devey, and Badgett 2018; Dobbin and
Kalev 2019; EEOC 2019). Without doing so, sociological work runs the risk
of drawing erroneous conclusions and obfuscating the unequal employment
conditions that many women navigate.
In this article, we build on prior satisfaction and dignity literatures—as

well as core findings from research on gender, work, and inequality—to ex-
plicitly address the issue of gendered dignity in employment. Specifically,
we unpack prior work on job appraisal and satisfaction; advance a multi-
dimensional conception of gendered dignity at work (with respect and fair-
ness appraisals as particularly central); and reorient analytic attention to-
ward the potential impact of explicitly gendered treatment on the job (i.e.,
discrimination and sexual harassment). Such gendered treatment, which dis-
proportionately impacts women and is hardly rare (Zippel 2006; Roscigno
2007; McCann et al. 2018; Dobbin and Kalev 2019; Hart 2019; Saguy and
Rees 2021), likely carries important consequences for the dignity or lack thereof
that women experience. Our analyses, which draw on approximately 6,000
full-time workers from five waves of the General Social Survey (2002–18),
are rich and well-suited to these foci and include multiple measures central
to the construct of dignity; respondents’ reports of workplace gender dis-
crimination and sexual harassment; and pertinent background controls
(e.g., other status attributes, job tenure, tangible employment returns, geog-
raphy, time period). Our findings offer substantial leverage on the question
of gendered dignity in employment and the consequences of unequal treat-
ment in a way that few prior studies have. We conclude by discussing the
implications for future analyses of gender inequality and work and for the-
oretical conceptions of workplace organization, its gendered character, and
the pertinence of proximate interactions for the dignity (or indignity) that
individuals experience.
GENDER, JOB APPRAISAL, AND THE FOCUS ON DIGNITY

Prior literature on women’s workplace experiences, similar to more general
sociological literatures on job appraisal, draws mostly on survey measures
of job satisfaction. Although certainly useful, it is important to recognize that
satisfaction is a relatively abstract concept that, according to Hodson (2003,
p. 292), reflects a summary indicator that “builds on both intrinsic and extrin-
sic rewards and includes a consideration of available alternatives. . . . The
general and summary nature of job satisfaction is thus both a strength
564



Gendered Dignity at Work
and a limitation.”Kalleberg (2011) concurs, noting how satisfactionmost of-
ten captures some combination of job rewards and characteristics but also
expectations and values (see also Zhou 2015). This stands in contrast to re-
cent theoretical specificity surrounding workplace dignity—which we draw
from momentarily—that (1) points to job appraisal as fundamentally cen-
tered on morality and justice, (2) highlights its deeply social-interactional
foundations, and (3) usefully differentiates between “dignity in work” and
“dignity at work” in ways that can be systematically analyzed.

Few analyses of theworkplace have explicitly considered gender and dig-
nity aside fromwhat is implied by important research on workplace control
(Crowley 2013), masculinity and blue-collar work (Padavic 1991; Williams
1995; Lamont 2002), and sexualized interactions and harassment (Cham-
berlain et al. 2008; Lopez, Hodson, andRoscigno 2009).More often, research
has identified or parsed gendered patterns of job satisfaction.As noted above,
evidence in this regard is generally mixed, concluding that there is either no
gender difference or that women express somewhat higher overall satis-
faction. Consideration of such findings, especially when discussed alongside
our attention to and conception of workplace dignity, is both warranted and
long overdue.

Many prior analyses posit that a lack of significant differences by gender
or even women’s higher levels of job satisfaction (in the face of persistent
gender inequalities in employment) may be the result of women’s distinct
psychological dispositions or value orientations. Some literature, for in-
stance, poses the possibility that women place lower value on economic re-
turns to employment than men (e.g., Phelan 1994; Mueller and Wallace
1996; Mueller and Kim 2008); place less emphasis on their employment ex-
periences than on other roles, such as caregiver (e.g., Quinn, Staines, and
McCullough 1974; Crosby 1982; Sekaran 1985); or see other women as their
referent rather than comparing their job-specific experiences to men (Major
and Forcey 1985; Mueller and Wallace 1996).

Research has uncovered little or mixed support for the first two explana-
tions above, which pertain most directly to distinct dispositions, and mod-
erate support for the latter regardingwomen’s reference group comparisons
(Auspurg et al. 2017; Hodson 1989; Qian and Fan 2019). Buchanan (2005),
for instance and in contrast to dispositional arguments, finds that women
place a higher value on economic returns than do men. Valet’s (2018)
recent findings regardingwage-specific satisfaction,which drawon theGer-
man Socio-Economic Panel, provide some evidence that women’s generally
higher satisfaction levels dissipate in male-dominated compared to female-
dominated contexts. The assumption here is that men become the reference
group in male-dominated occupations and unequal wage returns conse-
quently become more evident to women (see also Ferrer-i-Carbonell 2005;
Senik 2008; Clark and Senik 2010; Buchanan and Milnes 2019). Auspurg
565
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et al. (2017, p. 203), drawing on vignette analyses, find little support for the
reference hypothesis. Instead, they conclude that men’s and women’s
appraisals “are imprinted by specific experiences in the labor market: that
is, the social construction of status mediated by social interactions in the
workplace.”
Such findings are important, to be sure, yet questions surrounding even

gender similarity in job appraisals, along with gendered interactions im-
plied by Auspurg et al. (2017), persist andwarrant further sociological inter-
rogation.Whywould or shouldwomen—who, on average, experiencewage
disparities, firm and occupational segregation, glass ceilings, exclusion, ha-
rassment, and myriad other forms of inequality—have appraisals that are
even comparable to those of men? Part of the problem, we believe, sur-
rounds ambiguity in what indicators such as job satisfaction are capturing.
If it is indeed the case, as suggested previously, that such measures reflect a
blend of intrinsic and extrinsic job orientations and valuations, then negli-
gible or paradoxical results may be misleading relative to women’s more
concrete job experiences and inequalities. To this point, the growing litera-
ture on care work—a context wherein women are very highly represented—
points to the fact that respondents often describe their jobs in intrinsic terms,
detached from more extrinsic realities surrounding depressed returns, lower
status, and poor treatment in the course of their employment (e.g., Folbre
2001; England 2005; Dwyer 2013; Hebson, Rubery, and Grimshaw 2015).2

None of our discussion thus far should be taken to suggest that indicators
like satisfacton are not useful for broad or even aggregate assessments of
worker contentment at a given workplace. They surely are. Rather, we be-
lieve that clear conceptualization and measurement of dignity may be more
informative when gauging the gendered character of workplace experiences.
Although certainly a somewhat abstruse sociological construct in the past or,
in other cases, definedmostly in terms of factors that likely undermine it (e.g.,
bullying or incompetent supervision; see Bolton [2007] and Sayer [2007] in
these regards), recent theoretical elaboration regarding workplace dignity
has been more precise. This work suggests that the dignity-centered nature
of job appraisal is primarily morality and justice centered and derives from
relational interactional processes—processes that confer on individuals a
2 In this regard, Folbre (2001) uses the phrase “prisoner of love” to highlight women’s ac-
ceptance of lower-status jobs and the intrinsic rewards/altruistic motivations undergird-
ing them, a fact that also makes it difficult for them to bargain for higher pay, since doing
so might entail withholding care from recipients, customers, patients, etc. In such con-
texts, women may initially describe their jobs more positively than what their pay or ex-
periences would otherwise suggest because of the intrinsic fulfillment of work associated
with caring or helping others.
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sense of human worth (Bolton 2007; Lamont 2002; Liebig and Sauer 2016;
Lucas et al. 2017). Consensus, in fact, has begun to emerge that dignity is
a multidimensional construct (Bolton 2011) and one that fundamentally
rests on respect and recognition (Hodson 2001).

Recent literatures have highlighted two key aspects of dignity—dignity in
work and dignity at work—that help elucidate what scholars mean by re-
spect and recognition and that provide a useful analytic alternative that
can arguably better capture women’s appraisals within otherwise unequal
contexts. Dignity in work (or inherent dignity) entails an individual being
“treated as valuable in their own right and not just as a means to an end.
In this regard, Lucas et al. (2017, p. 1507) point out that there is an expecta-
tion for respectful treatment by bosses, peers, subordinates, customers, and
other individuals salient to one’s work roles.”Dignity at work (or earned dig-
nity), which is more specific to recognition, draws attention to the relevance
ofmicropolitical distribution and remuneration (Sayer 2007) and,more pointedly,
the extent to which workers observe and experience just rewards and equal
opportunity (Bolton 2007)—a central emphasis in literatures on social justice
perceptions (see Liebig and Sauer 2016; Auspurg et al. 2017). While by no
means exhaustive, respect and recognition reflect two of the more central di-
mensions ofworkplace dignity. As such, andwithin employment contexts that
are characterized by gender disparities, on average, we should thus expect
the following:
HYPOTHESIS 1.—Although they may report similar levels of job satisfac-
tion as men, women will experience lower levels of workplace dignity. More
specifically, women will experience less respect within their current work-
places and report a greater sense of injustice when it comes to both pay
and opportunities for advancement compared to men.

We recognize, of course, that the dignity one derives from employment
can be mitigated or exacerbated depending on other influential status attri-
butes. On this point, intersectional scholarship (e.g., P. Collins 2000; Browne
andMisra 2003; Harnois 2015) has drawn particular attention to the impor-
tance of gender but also social class status and race/ethnicity in shaping op-
portunity, exclusion, and relative levels of disadvantage. Inequality analy-
ses such as that by Stainback and Tomaskovic-Devey (2012) are likewise
informative, pointing to lingering employment disadvantages surrounding
gender and race in their analyses of Civil Rights stagnation beginning in the
1980s. Kalev’s (2014) insights on corporate downsizing similarly reveal no-
table and multiple status vulnerabilities owing to persistent biases and lim-
itedworkplace accountability (see alsoByron 2010). Finally, recent analyses
point to greater exposure of lower occupational status workers to various
forms of managerial malfeasance and constrained routes to upward mobil-
ity (Roscigno, Lopez, and Hodson 2009; Crowley 2012). It is for this reason
that, alongwith our principal focus on gendered dignity, we also analytically
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consider possible variations among women by occupational status and
race/ethnicity—described in detail in the methods and results sections
below.
GENDERED INTERACTIONS AT WORK AND THEIR RELEVANCE
FOR DIGNITY

The dignity derived from one’s job, to be clear, is not simply a matter of in-
dividual status. Rather, the capacity for one’s worth as an employee and hu-
man being to be validated or undermined is shaped in fundamental ways by
the contexts, interactions and valuations that individuals experience in the
company of others (Hodson 2001; Sayer 2007; Auspurg et al. 2017). Context,
andmore specifically organizational practices and the relations therein, can
confer respect and recognition through the structuring and dissemination of
opportunities and rewards (Bolton 2007; Castilla and Benard 2010). Social
relationships and associated interactions in the workplace, both horizontal
(i.e., coworkers) and vertical (i.e., supervisors), are likewise integral to the
dignity one gains in the course of work (Lamont 2002; Crowley 2012; Ros-
cigno, Sauer, and Valet 2018). Important for our purposes is the fact that, ac-
cording to large bodies of scholarship on gender,work and inequality,women
are acutely vulnerable in all of these regards.
Classic theoretical work regarding gender has made the compelling case

that organizations, andwhat occurswithin them, are far fromgender neutral
(Acker 1990). Rather, both normative practices and structural dimensions of
organizations tend to amplify the salience of gender in ways that ensure the
maintenance and reproduction of patriarchy (see also Martin 2004; Risman
2004; Ely and Padavic 2007). The consequences include women’s devalua-
tion and pay disparities (e.g., Budig and England 2001; Mandel and Sem-
yonov 2014), gender segregation (e.g., Wharton and Baron 1987; England
et al. 1988), uneven tensions in family-work balance (e.g., Bielby and Bielby
1989; Glass and Camarigg 1992; Kelly et al. 2014; C. Collins 2019), unequal
hiring and promotion outcomes (e.g., Castilla 2008; Quadlin 2018; Weis-
shaar 2018;Yavorsky 2019), andmotherhood andpregnancy-based discrim-
ination (e.g., Kelly andDobbin 1999; Correll et al. 2007; Byron andRoscigno
2014). Such inequalities are likewise reinforced through more hierarchical
and power-laden interactions that are often gender based and targeted, as
suggested by analyses of sexual harassment, general bullying at work, and
supervisory malfeasance (Welsh 1999; Einarsen et al. 2003; McCarthy and
Mayhew 2004; McLaughlin et al. 2012; Dobbin and Kalev 2019).
Although hardly inclusive of all gendered treatment in the workplace,

gender discrimination and sexual harassment represent the most overtly
gendered forms of structural and interactional inequality that women con-
front on the job, with possible implications for dignity and its associated
568
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elements of respect and recognition (Welsh 1999).3 As highlighted by rela-
tively recent and rich analyses, such encounters in the workplace are far
from rare, and they quite disproportionately impact women compared to
men (McLaughlin et al. 2012; Dobbin and Kalev 2019; EEOC 2019).4 They
are, however, significantly underreported owing to limited understandings
of Civil Rights protections, bureaucratic and legal resource barriers, and
fear of employer retaliation (Berrey, Nelson, and Nielsen 2017; McCann
et al. 2018; Roscigno 2019). Such underreporting makes self-reports of dis-
crimination and sexual harassment—which undoubtedly also include a
subjective component patterned by demographic characteristics and other
intersecting statuses according to social psychological literatures (e.g., Ko-
brynowicz and Branscombe 1997; Major, Quinton, and McCoy 2002; Har-
nois 2014)—all the more valuable for sociological analyses.5

Particularly relevant to our core argument and analysis, given the points
raised above, are the implications of discrimination and harassment for dig-
nity, or lack thereof, in women’s employment experiences. Although some
prior work has effectively highlighted, often through experimental designs,
the more tangible consequences of discrimination for hiring, wages, and seg-
regation (e.g., Blau et al. 2013; Mandel and Semyonov 2014; Quadlin 2018;
Yavorsky 2019), few if any analyses to our knowledge have considered let
3 We see this line of argument as consistent with Crowley’s (2013) emphasis and findings
regarding gender-laden aspects of workplace control: that women relative to men are
more likely to experience direct (i.e., face-to-face) forms of supervision given the types
of jobs they hold. Although our theoretical and analytic attention is not on types of work-
place control, per se, Crowley’s findings nevertheless are relevant to our emphasis on gen-
dered evaluations, opportunities, and experiences of discrimination and harassment.
4 Vulnerability to gender discrimination and sexual harassment can be tied to other dimen-
sions of status (Harnois 2015;Rospenda,Richman, andNawyn1998). Somework suggests
that women of higher occupational status are particularly at risk of gender discrimination
given that they are more likely to work in sex-integrated contexts and directly engage in
mobility contests and interactions with male supervisors and coworkers (Tomaskovic-
Devey 1993;Wolford 2005; Roscigno 2007). Research on sexual harassment is mixed, with
some suggesting that women of higher position and power are more likely to be targeted
(e.g.,McLaughlin et al. 2012) and otherwork pointing to uniformvulnerabilities across the
occupational hierarchy and/or across racial and ethnic groups (Berdahl 2007; Roscigno
2019). In both cases, women with higher occupational status may be more likely to recog-
nize forms of gender discrimination or sexual harassment due to their higher education,
greater likelihood of knowing their employment rights, and/or greater involvement with
human resource professionals (e.g., during hiring or promotion processes) (Roscigno
2019). We consider these possibilities in supplementary analyses, discuss pertinent vari-
ations in our findings, and report them in our appendixes.
5 We return to this point in our data discussion. Self-reports and the naming of discrim-
ination and harassment are, in and of themselves, an important sequential point in the
identification of inequality and the legal claims-making process. Moreover, and owing
to the underreporting of such instances through legal and/or Civil Rights channels,
self-reports are likely more inclusive of less powerful individuals and, in our case, women
across a wider swath of the occupational hierarchy.
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alone systematically analyzed the implications for workplace dignity. This is
unfortunate especially given the ramifications of unjust gendered encounters
for women’s mental health and commitment to work (Maslach et al. 2001;
Robbins et al. 2012; Prottas 2013; Harnois and Bastos 2018). Discrimination
and sexual harassment indeed represent moments of specific and unjust ac-
tions that workers experience; dignity, our outcome of interest, on the other
hand, reflects a general appraisal of the respect and recognition conferred
while on the job.
Understanding workplace dignity, its gendered character, and its poten-

tial roots in gendered treatment on the job provides overdue sociological
recognition of the organizational and relational foundations of justice ap-
praisals and, in our case, those pertaining to work. It is precisely for this rea-
son, in fact, that legal scholarship in the United States and Europe has long
made clear that gender discrimination and sexual harassment reflect issues
of not only fairness, but worker dignity (Austin 1988; Bernstein 1997; Fried-
man and Whitman 2003; Saguy 2003). Building on these points and the
work referenced above regarding gendered organizations, inequality, and
the relevance of proximate interactional experiences, we expect:

HYPOTHESIS 2.—Discrimination and sexual harassment in employment

will be negatively related to the dignity that women experience in the con-
text of their jobs. Specifically, on-the-job encounters with gender discrimi-
nation and sexual harassment will be negatively associated with women’s
sense of respect, assessments of fairness in pay and promotion opportunities,
and perhaps even general levels of job satisfaction.
Prior research on gender and job appraisals has, in our view, been con-

founded by inconsistent findings—findings that tend to rely on abstract as-
sessments of work and that likely omit or obscure relevant dimensions of
workplace dignity (i.e., respect and recognition) that may be particularly
poignant for women’s job experiences. Moreover, and despite substantial
bodies of research on gendered status processes, inequality at work, and
unequal contexts and relations, few if any studies of job appraisal to our
knowledge have systematically incorporated explicitly gendered interactional
encounters into their analyses. The data from which we draw and our
analyses, discussed next, allow us to do so and in a manner that contrib-
utes in important ways to scholarship on gender, workplace inequality,
and justice.
DATA AND MEASUREMENT

Our analyses draw from the General Social Survey (GSS) to examine work-
place dignity and satisfaction and their potential roots in power-laden and
explicitly gendered interactional encounters. The GSS is a full-probability
survey of English-speaking adults living in households in the United States
570
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(for a full description of theGSS, seeDavis, Smith, andMarsden [2007]).We
limit our analyses to full-time workers with complete data on our dignity
outcomes, which effectively capture the constructs of respect and recogni-
tion, as well as a more conventional measure of job satisfaction. These se-
lection criteria result in samples of 5,824 (being treated with respect),
5,714 (fairness in pay), 5,477 (fairness in promotions), and 5,828 (job satis-
faction) across five distinct GSS waves (2002, 2006, 2010, 2014, and 2018).

With regard tomissing values on key explanatory measures and controls,
we use multiple imputation, which accounts for statistical uncertainty in
single imputations and, instead, replacesmissing values across sample waves
with predictions based on associations observed in the sample when gener-
ating imputed data sets. Results across the imputed data samples are pooled
across waves. This helps account for variation within and between imputed
data sets to arrive at unbiased standard errors of the coefficient estimates
(Rubin 1987). We list the percentage imputed for each variable shown in ta-
ble 1. For most variables, the percentage imputed is trivial (i.e., less than
1%). Only two variables, income (13% missing) and general happiness dis-
position (12% missing), had substantially more missing data. Supplemen-
tary analyses, reported in our appendixes, replicate our main results but
with listwise deletion of missing data. These findings are consistent with
those reported in our main analyses.6

These GSS data are nationally representative and rich on multiple out-
comes pertaining to dignity and satisfaction; discriminatory and sexual ha-
rassment encounters; key status indicators, including occupational status
and race/ethnicity; tangible returns to employment (e.g., wages); and socio-
demographic controls. They are admittedly limited, nevertheless, by their
cross-sectional character. It is for this reason that we draw causal interpre-
tations with care and discuss implications of our findings and possible fu-
ture research strategies (that would overcome cross-sectional limitations)
in our concluding discussion.
Dignity and Job Satisfaction

One clear benefit of the GSS data lies in its rich indicators of workplace
experience across multiple waves. Dignity, measured directly across five
6 We use multiple imputation to maximize the number of cases available for analysis.
This is especially important for supplementary modeling that disaggregates the larger
sample (e.g., just women, single race/ethnicity groups, those of high vs. low occupational
status) because sample sizes can get quite small without taking steps to augment missing
data. Alternative analyses using listwise deletion are reported in appendixes. The results
with and without imputation are similar, with one small exception: when we do not im-
pute missing data, the interaction effect for “high-status worker� female” becomes mar-
ginally significant (P 5 :06).

571



American Journal of Sociology
waves beginning in 2002 and every four years through 2018, is especially
central to our analyses and is captured with three discrete indicators that
reflect dignity’s two core dimensions noted earlier—respect and recogni-
tion.7 These measures are used in binary form in our main analyses owing
to somewhat skewed distributions, especially with regard to the measure of
respect.8 We nevertheless report parallel analyses on the original and more
continuous versions of these measures in our appendixes—analyses that
produce results that are largely consistent with those reported below.
Our measure of respect is quite straightforward, derived from a respon-

dent’s agreement or disagreement with the following: “At the place where I
work, I am treated with respect.” This indicator, originally captured in the
GSS with a four-point scale, has been recoded dichotomously such that 0
reflects “disagree” or “strongly disagree,”while 1 entails “agree” or “strongly
agree.”Anotable 92% of respondents report experiencing respect, while 8%
on average do not.
Recognition, the other dimension of workplace dignity, is captured with

two discrete indicators. Consistent with pertinent literatures surrounding
justice perceptions (e.g., Auspurg et al. 2017), these two indicators reflect
whether the respondent views distributional processes and associated re-
wards as just.Fairness in pay in the GSS reflects respondents’ level of agree-
ment (across five response categories) with the following: “How fair is what
you earn on your job in comparison to others doing the same type of work
you do?” Like our indicator of respect, this is dichotomized in our analyses
such that 0 reflects “somewhat less” or “much less” pay than the respondent
believes they deserve, while 1 represents situations inwhich respondents feel
that they make “about as much as they deserve” to “much more than they
deserve.”About 59% of respondents report making as much as they deserve
or more, while the remaining 41% view their pay compensation as unjust at
their workplace and relative to their peers.Fairness in promotion, originally
captured across a four-point scale, is respondents’ agreement or disagree-
ment with the statement that “promotions (at your main job) are handled
fairly.” This indicator is likewise recoded such that 0 captures those who be-
lieve this to be “not too true” or “not at all true,”while 1 reflects the view that
7 We recognize that the concept of dignity might also be captured with other indicators,
including job attributes or informal recognition by work colleagues. Indeed, and al-
though we believe that respect and formal recognition are especially central to the con-
struct of dignity, we acknowledge other streams of work that operationalize dignity in
alternative ways (see, e.g., Crowley 2013; Lucas 2015; Tiwari and Sharma 2019). We
return to this issue and such considerations in our discussions and conclusion section.
8 To use the more continuous/ordinal versions of these outcomes generally violates as-
sumptions surrounding normal distributions. Moreover, and in our view, it is more sub-
stantively meaningful to distinguish between, for example, those who do and do not feel
respected at work instead of predicting respondents’ feelings on a 1–4 scale.
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TABLE 1
Descriptive Statistics, General Social Survey, 2002–18

Variable Description
Mean
(SD)

%
Imputed

Dignity outcomes and atisfaction:
Respect at work R reports being treated with respect at their

current workplace (0 5 no; 1 5 yes)
.92 . . .

Fairness in pay R reports that they are paid fairly relative to
others doing similar work (0 5 less to much
less than they deserve; 1 5 as much to much
more than they deserve)

.59 . . .

Fairness in
promotions

R reports that promotions at their main job are
handled fairly (05 not too true to not at all
true; 1 5 somewhat to very true)

.72 . . .

Job satisfaction R reports being satisfied with their main job
(05 not too satisfied to not at all satisfied;
1 5 somewhat to very satisfied)

.90 . . .

Discrimination and sexual harassment:
Gender discrimination R reports being discriminated against at job

because of their gender (0 5 no; 15 yes)
.06 .3

Sexual harassment R reports being subject to sexual harassment
while on the job in the last 12 months
(0 5 no; 15 yes)

.03 .4

Status Attributes
Female Respondent’s sex (0 5 male; 1 5 female) .47 . . .
Race/ethnicity
(ref 5 White):

Black R is Black .13 .2
Hispanic R is Spanish, Hispanic, or Latinx .12 .2
Other race R is other race/ethnicity (non-White) .05 .2
Age R’s age in years 41.87 .3

(12.49)
Education Total number of years of schooling completed

by R
14.01 .1
(2.83)

(ln) income Natural log of R’s income (recoded to income
category midpoints)

1.45 13.1
(.94)

High-status worker Dichotomous indicator from ranking of 539 oc-
cupational categories; derived from SEI10
(low 5 0; high 5 1). Used only in interaction
analyses

.47 .6

Married R reports beingmarried at the time of the survey .56 . . .
Number of children Number of children respondent reports having

(0 5 no children; 1 5 one child; 2 5 two
children; 3 5 three; 4 5 four; 5 5 five1)

1.63 .1
(1.47)

Controls:
Job tenure Number of years at job with current employer 7.91 .4

(8.85)
(ln) organizational size Natural log of number of people working at R’s

work site (recoded to category midpoints)
4.32 1.0
(2.11)

General happiness
disposition

Degree to which respondent reports general
happiness (0 5 not too happy; 1 5 pretty
happy; 2 5 very happy)

1.24 11.9
(.61)

Hours worked Number of hours R worked in the last week
(divided by 10)

4.58 .3
(1.18)
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this is “somewhat true” or “very true.” In our sample, about 72% of respon-
dents believe promotions are at least somewhat fair, versus 28%who do not.
Given that prior research on job assessment and gender has mostly fo-

cused on job satisfaction, we believe that satisfaction is important to include
as an outcome alongside our indicators of dignity. Doing so provides for
comparison across outcomes and allows us to consider whether gendered
interactional experiences (e.g., gender discrimination and sexual harassment
on the job) are associated with not only the dignity (or the lack thereof) that
women experience, but also their general satisfaction levels. The GSS mea-
surement of job satisfaction is consistent with prior work on the topic and is
indicated by responses to the following: “All in all, how satisfied would you
say you arewith your job?”For comparative consistency,we recoded the four-
point response categories into a binary outcome such that 0 reflects “not too
satisfied” or “not at all satisfied,”while a 1 indicates respondents that report
being “somewhat satisfied” or “very satisfied.”Fully 90% of respondents are
at least somewhat satisfied, and the remaining 10% are not too satisfied or
not at all satisfied with their jobs.
Importantly, our three dignity-specific outcomes are not gender specific

in their question wording, nor do they invoke language or reference to
TABLE 1 (Continued)

Variable Description
Mean
(SD)

%
Imputed

Sector (ref 5 extractive
& other):

Core Employed in core sector (e.g., manufacturing,
transportation, construction, communication
trades)

.27 . . .

High-wage service Employed in high-wage service sector (e.g., law,
banking, insurance)

.35 . . .

Low-wage service Employed in low-wage service sector (e.g.,
retail, restaurants, personal services)

.34 . . .

Public sector
(ref 5 private)

Employed by federal, state, or local government
(05 no; 1 5 yes)

.18 . . .

Residence
(ref 5 suburban):

Urban R resides in a large or relatively large urban
locale (05 no; 1 5 yes)

.58 . . .

Rural R resides in a rural locale (0 5 no; 1 5 yes) .11 . . .
GSS year (ref 5 2002):
2006 Wave of the GSS .24 . . .
2010 Wave of the GSS .15 . . .
2014 Wave of the GSS .17 . . .
2018 Wave of the GSS .19 . . .
574
NOTE.—N 5 5,838. R 5 respondent. Descriptive statistics are weighted. For imputed var-
iables, means are calculated across imputed data sets, and SDs are shown for m 5 1 (where
applicable).
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discrimination or harassment. As such, we see them as distinct from, al-
though certainly potentially related to, respondents’ reports of workplace
gender discrimination and sexual harassment. To be sure, theremay be a re-
ciprocal association especially between gender discrimination and assess-
ments of fairness in pay and promotion—a reciprocal association wherein
interpretations of unfairness could arguably impact the likelihood of re-
spondents suggesting or recognizing that they have experienced gender dis-
crimination. Our view that these indicators are, in fact, distinct, however, is
supported by (1) the fact that the gender discrimination and sexual harass-
ment questions in the GSS reflect experiences respondents specifically re-
call, interpret, and name as gender discrimination and sexual harassment,
whereas our indicators of dignity are much more general in character; and
(2) our findings, which reveal strong associations between both gender dis-
crimination and respect (which has less to do with tangible—i.e., pay and
promotion—workplace rewards) and between sexual harassment and two
of our three dignity outcomes.9
Workplace Discrimination and Sexual Harassment

Another clear benefit of the GSS data lies in its rich indicators surrounding
the gender-specific targeting of women in particular. Experiences of gender
discrimination on the job, measured directly across five waves beginning in
2002 and every four years through 2018, are especially important in this re-
gard.10 Employed respondents were asked, “Do you feel in anyway discrim-
inated against in your job because of your gender?” Approximately 6% re-
sponded in the affirmative to this question, with a significantly higher rate
for women than men (as discussed in our results).

Along with gender discrimination, we consider an additional indicator of
gendered interaction and workplace injustice: sexual harassment. Sexual
harassment has a more restrictive temporal component in the GSS and is
captured using the following question: “In the last 12 months, were you sex-
ually harassed by anyone while youwere on the job?” It is notable that even
9 Sexual harassment tends to be more associated with hostile environment claims than
with tangible pay or promotion grievances (Quick and McFadyen 2017). The fact that
it is associated in our analyses with respect, remuneration relative to promotion oppor-
tunities, and even general satisfaction levels lends some support to our contention that
sexual harassment represents an affront to dignity and is an experience that is also con-
ceptually distinct from dignity.
10 The 2016GSS does not include the sameworkplace discrimination question used in the
current study; it also does not include some of our other indicators and controls. Thus, we
limit our analyses to the uniform gender discrimination indicator used in the 2002, 2006,
2010, 2014, and 2018 waves.
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with the temporal restriction to the last 12months, about 3% of respondents
report experiencing sexual harassment.11

We certainly recognize that these measures of gender discrimination and
sexual harassment reflect reports by respondents, rather than actual legal
claims that have been vetted or verified by neutral legal parties or Civil
Rights organizations. Self-reports are, nevertheless, important for several
reasons. First, we know that there is tremendous underreporting when it
comes to official legal claims of gender discrimination and sexual harass-
ment. This is due to several factors, including limited knowledge among vic-
tims of what constitutes illegal treatment in the workplace, significant bu-
reaucratic and resource barriers that decrease the likelihood of the filing of
charges, and the high likelihood of employer retaliation and its discouraging
impact on those who file an official claim or those considering doing so (Ber-
rey et al. 2017; Dobbin and Kalev 2019; Roscigno 2019). These facts make
self-reports valuable for sociological analyses but also probably even more
representative than legal claims (Roscigno 2019). Second, as has been noted
by inequality and legal scholars, subjective identification of discrimination
and harassment, whether verified or not, is essential to processes of inequal-
ity recognition and legal rightsmobilization (Hirsh andKornrich 2008;Niel-
sen and Nelson 2005). In fact, such “naming” of discriminatory or sexually
harassing acts is a necessary condition to claiming legal rights in the first
place (Felstiner, Abel, and Sarat 1981; Hirsh and Lyons 2010).
Gender and Other Potentially Influential Status Attributes

Gender is measured dichotomously, with 47% of the sample women and the
remainder men. We also consider other background attributes that may be
influential for either assessments of dignity and satisfaction or consequen-
tial relative to gender discrimination or sexual harassment. We use the cen-
sus race/ethnicity designations as well as the Hispanic variable in the GSS
to construct our indicators of race/ethnicity. The resulting categories, con-
sidered in all analyses that follow, areWhite (69%), Black (13%),Hispanic
(12%), and other (non-White) race/ethnicity (5%).12 Age (mean 5 41:87) is
measured continuously in years.
We know from prior work that higher occupational positioning in the la-

bor market can offer greater rewards and/or protective resources against
11 Overlap between gender discrimination and sexual harassment could be problematic
for interpretation, yet such connections are minimal in these data, suggesting that they
largely capture unique gender-targeted experiences. The correlation between the gender
discrimination and sexual harassment, in fact, is only .21.
12 Using the GSS measures above also allows us to identify 3% of the sample as Asian.
Yet, given the very small cell sizes if treated uniquely, we collapse these individuals into
the “other” category by necessity.
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status threats. Conversely, if closure pressures andmobility contests rise with
occupational rank, thenwemight expect the dignity that women derive from
their jobs to bemore highly contested at higher levels of status. For these rea-
sons, and to decipher which might be the case, it is important to include var-
ious dimensions of occupational positioning.Wedo soby including indicators
of income and education in ourmainmodeling. Beyond allowing for analyses
of whether workplace dignity varies, the inclusion of income and education
helps ensure that any observed effects of gendered workplace encounters
(e.g., discrimination and sexual harassment) are not being driven by educa-
tional variations or the material returns one receives from employment.

Some of our analyses also make use of a general indicator of occupational
status, drawn from the GSS measure SEI10. We use this indicator in our
supplementary modeling of variations in dignity by other status markers.
SEI10 is a socioeconomic index based on the 2010 census occupational clas-
sification, estimated across 539 occupational categories. It is calculated
from both earnings (SEI10INC) and the percentage of those who had a col-
lege education or greater within occupational groups (SEI10EDUC; Hout,
Smith, andMarsden 2016). This measure provides a good overall summary
indicator of occupational standing and class position (Morgan 2016). For
reasons of interpretability, we dichotomize it into high (51; reflecting those
with an SEI score ≥ 47:9) versus low (50) occupational rank in order to as-
sess patterns among women in our sample.

Because prior work has suggested that job appraisals may also be shaped
by familial obligations, we include indicators of whether the respondent is
married and how many children they have, if any. As noted previously, some
prior literature on satisfaction has speculated or tended to assume that wom-
en’s commitments to employment differ from men’s, or that women’s tradi-
tional caregiving roles may have an impact on their overall satisfaction lev-
els. Our analyses and controls allow us to take this into account, and with a
more detailed focus on gendered patterns of dignity. Approximately 56% of
sample respondents across theGSSwaves report beingmarried at the time of
the survey, while the average number of children reported is 1.63.
Other Controls

Our models also account for job tenure, hours worked, organizational size,
general happiness disposition, economic sector, urbanicity/rurality, and GSS
wave. Job tenure is measured as the amount of time (in years) that the re-
spondent has beenworking at their current place of employment. Themean
for this measure is 7.91 years, with a standard deviation of 8.85. Along with
our selection of full-time workers, we control for hours worked, which re-
flects the number of hours respondents reported working in the past week
(mean 5 45:8 hours; SD 5 11:8). Organizational size in the literature is
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sometimes equated with levels of bureaucracy (e.g., Astley 1985; Have-
man 1993) and may also capture demographic implications for workplace
experiences and social relations. Organizational size is derived from a ques-
tion asking, “About how many people work at the location where you
work?” Responses were coded in the GSS across seven size categories and
then recoded to midpoints with the natural log used in our analyses.
It is important to ensure that reports ofdignity and satisfaction, aswell as any

influential relations tied to occupational status, race/ethnicity, and/or work-
place experiences, are not being driven by more general background disposi-
tions. For this reason, we include in our modeling a control for general happi-
ness. Specifically, the GSS asked respondents, “Taken all together, howwould
you say things are these days—would you say that you are very happy, pretty
happy, or not too happy?”We include this indicator throughout our modeling.
Notably, and as our results show, general happiness is associated with assess-
ments of workplace dignity and satisfaction. Yet, it does not account for ob-
served divergences among women andmen and does not explain away the ef-
fects of genderdiscriminationand sexual harassment reported inouranalyses.13

The sectoral distinctions we consider (i.e., core, high-wage service, low-
wage service, public sector) are consistent with conventional breakdowns
in the labor markets literature and help account for potential effects associ-
ated with type of work. For instance, there are variations between public-
and private-sector work in terms of gender segregation (e.g., Browne and
Misra 2003; Stainback and Tomaskovic-Devey 2012) and levels of protec-
tion against unfair workplace practices. Public sector is measured dichoto-
mouslywith private sector as the referent, andwas derived directly from the
GSSmeasureWRKGOVT, which differentiates those whowork for federal,
state, or local government from thosewho are employed in the private sector.
Specific private sectoral locations (i.e., core, high-wage service, low-wage
service) are captured with the GSS measure INDUS10, which includes rel-
atively detailed three- and four-digit aggregate sector codes.14
13 Although our measure of general happiness could capture an underlying disposition of
optimism given that it theoretically encompasses an evaluation of one’s life beyond work,
one’s general happiness could also be influencedby not getting the respect or renumeration
deserved at work (i.e., lower dignity at work) or experiencing gender discrimination or
sexual harassment. In other words, the relationship may be reciprocal with lower dignity
at work, for instance, reducing one’s general happiness.
14 Core sector employment includes industries such as construction; manufacturing; mate-
rials and food processing; communications; and transportation. High-wage service sector
employment entails industries such as finance and banking; administration; wholesale
sales; justice and law; andmanagement and scientific consulting. Low-wage service-sector
employment includes retail sales; administrative and educational support services; health
and related support services; childcare; food services; and other personal services. The
omitted category includes extractive industries and others that do not fit into the designa-
tions above.
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We also control for urbanicity/rurality to account for potential spatial ef-
fects that may be due to (1) local variations in cultural milieu that might in-
tensify or diminish the salience of status-based divisions and inequalities
and/or (2) political differences that might heighten the relevance and likeli-
hood of status-based grievances. In these regards, some literature points to
spatial variations in the extent of gender inequality (e.g., Tomaskovic-Devey
1993; McCall 2001; Quadlin and Doan 2018) or in status salience and claims-
making owing to local politics, legal-judicial processes, and even proximity
to EEOC or Civil Rights Commission offices (e.g., Hirsh 2009; Skaggs 2009).
Rural and urban residence are each coded dichotomously, with suburban as
the referent.

Given potential variations in reliability, all models control for the GSS
wave being used. Recent analyses by Hout and Hastings (2016) of core GSS
items between 2006 and 2014 demonstrate significant reliability (i.e., over
.85) overall, especially on demographic indicators, but somewhat less reli-
abilitywhen it comes to both the 2007–9 recession period and indicators that
have more subjective dimensions such as interpretations of inequality, broadly
speaking.15 We control for GSS wave in the models that follow in an effort
to account for this as well as the possibility that perceptions of gender in-
equality become more or less salient based on prominent events or media
attention.
ANALYTIC STRATEGY AND RESULTS

Our analyses proceed in two steps. First, and relative to our central focus,
we analyze the extent to which there are gender gaps in dignity and satisfac-
tion among full-time workers. Using logistic regression, we model the fol-
lowing four outcomes: (1) being treated with respect, (2) fairness in pay,
(3) fairness in promotions, and (4) job satisfaction, relative to gender specif-
ically. Importantly, these models account for other status attributes (e.g.,
race/ethnicity, education, pay, marital status) as well as organizational and
spatial controls and dispositional differences in happiness. The inclusion
of satisfaction as an outcome provides some leverage on our initial question
and contention that the construct and operationalization of dignitywill likely
better capture women’s work-specific appraisals.

The second portion of our analyses analytically interrogates our second
core argument: that gendered interactional experiences in the workplace (i.e.,
discrimination and sexual harassment) are especially poignant for women’s
15 In this regard, Hout and Hastings (2016) are referring to the GSS questions regarding
attributions surrounding race or gender inequality generally, not reports of whether re-
spondents have personally experienced gender discrimination or sexual harassment. The
caution they offer regarding variation in reliability across waves is nevertheless well taken
and reflected in our inclusion of these controls.
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appraisals of work and the dignity (or lack thereof) they experience. We
briefly note women’s greater vulnerability to gender discrimination and sex-
ual harassment—a pattern established in prior work—and turn specifically
to the implications forwomen’s dignity and satisfaction. Like our priormod-
els, these models control for other potentially influential dimensions of status
and key controls. We also offer supplementary analyses that examine (1) the
degree to which observed gender gaps in dignity are explained by women’s
disproportionate experiences of discrimination and sexual harassment on the
job and (2) whether the patterns reported vary significantly by race/ethnicity
and/or occupational status. Our findings in both regards are reported in fig-
ures and appendixes, and discussed within our main findings.
Gendered Dignity and Appraisals of Respect
and Recognition versus Satisfaction

One of our core positions, elaborated at the outset, is that general indicators
such as job satisfaction may not be sufficient in capturing women’s more
specific workplace appraisals. This is particularly true if appraisals are
rooted in a worker’s sense of justice or, as noted in the workplace dignity
literature, respect and recognition specifically. Results reported in table 2
allow us to address this expectation directly (hypothesis 1). We provide esti-
mates of gender gaps across our three dignity outcomes—perceptions of being
treated with respect, fairness in pay, and fairness in promotions—alongside
our more conventional indicator of job satisfaction.
Result show that, relative to men, women have a lower likelihood of feel-

ing they are treated with respect at work (b 5 20:31, P < :05), report less
fairness in pay relative to similarly situated coworkers (b 5 20:22, P < :01),
and report less fairness in job promotions in their current workplaces
(b 5 20:31,P < :001) net of other background attributes and controls. This
is in contrast to job satisfaction where, consistent with some prior literature,
we find no statistically significant difference between women andmen (P 5
:85). To the extent that satisfaction is capturing an amalgam of extrinsic and
intrinsic job assessments, as suggested earlier, one might expect that con-
trolling for dignity measures in the modeling of satisfaction would help iso-
late satisfaction’s intrinsic dimensions in particular and produce the very
paradox (i.e., higher satisfaction for women) that some prior work refers to.
Supplementary modeling, reported in appendix table A1, show this in fact
to be the case.
Converting log-odds into ratios for interpretability highlights just how

sizable the observed gendered gaps in workplace dignity reported in table 2
are.Womenare about 27% less likely thanmen to experience respect atwork,
approximately 20% less likely to experience pay fairness, and about 27% less
likely to evaluate promotional practices in their current workplaces as fair.
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TABLE 2
Likelihood of Being Treated with Respect, Fairness Appraisals,

and Satisfaction among Full-Time Workers

Treated with
Respect

Fairness in
Pay

Fairness in
Promotion

Job
Satisfaction

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Female . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.31* 2.22** 2.31*** .02
(.13) (.07) (.08) (.12)

Other background attributes:
Black (ref 5 White) . . . . . . . . 2.05 2.21* 2.26* 2.11

(.16) (.09) (.10) (.16)
Hispanic (ref 5 White) . . . . . . .33 2.07 2.16 2.07

(.22) (.11) (.12) (.18)
Other race ( ref 5 White) . . . . .15 2.05 2.13 2.17

(.27) (.15) (.17) (.22)
Age . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .01 .00 2.00 .01*

(.01) (.00) (.00) (.01)
(ln) income. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .19** .20*** .09 .17**

(.07) (.04) (.05) (.06)
Education . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .04* .03* .05*** .03

(.02) (.01) (.01) (.02)
Married . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .17 2.11 .06 2.01

(.12) (.07) (.08) (.12)
Children . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .07 2.01 .00 .06

(.04) (.02) (.03) (.04)
Controls:

Job tenure . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.00 .00 2.01* .02
(.01) (.00) (.00) (.01)

(ln) organizational size . . . . . . 2.08** 2.01 2.08*** 2.05
(.03) (.02) (.02) (.03)

Hours worked . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.03 2.10*** .04 .16**
(.05) (.03) (.03) (.05)

General happiness. . . . . . . . . . .73*** .32*** .42*** .89***
(.11) (.06) (.06) (.10)

Sector (ref 5 extractive & other):
Core. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.34 2.13 2.15 .29

(.30) (.17) (.18) (.27)
High-wage service . . . . . . . . . 2.10 2.16 2.05 .20

(.30) (.17) (.18) (.27)
Low-wage service . . . . . . . . . . 2.24 2.26 2.13 .31

(.30) (.17) (.18) (.28)
Public sector (ref 5 private) . . . . 2.21 2.29** 2.20 .28

(.15) (.09) (.10) (.17)
Residence (ref 5 suburban):

Urban . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .19 .05 .09 .01
(.12) (.07) (.08) (.12)

Rural . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .39 .09 2.17 .07
(.21) (.11) (.12) (.19)

GSS year (ref 5 2002):
2006 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.01 .07 .14 .13

(.16) (.09) (.10) (.15)
2010 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.15 2.16 .12 .09

(.18) (.10) (.11) (.17)
2014 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.25 .05 .16 2.18
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Especially notable is the consistency across the three dignity outcomes re-
ported, suggesting that workplace dignity is, in fact, gendered. Moreover,
these gendered patterns are robust in the face of key controls (e.g., other sta-
tus attributes, income, job tenure, general happiness disposition, sector) and
are consistent with both supplementary analyses using linear regression and
analyses using listwise deletion of missing data instead of imputation (app.
table A2).16

The results in table 2 are also largely consistent when we use the more
continuousmeasurement of these outcomes provided in the original GSS re-
sponse codings. The one exception pertains to respect, which becomes non-
significant when the original four response categories are used (see app. ta-
ble A3). As noted previously, however, this original coding is significantly
skewed such that the dichotomous coding, reported in table 2, is more an-
alytically appropriate. Taken together, these findings generally support our
initial contention thatmore detailed appraisals of work, with a particular em-
phasis on dignity, are essential if one’s interest lies in women’s recognition of
justice and/or inequalities. Althoughwomen andmen, according to our main
modeling, have similar overall perceptions of job satisfaction—an outcome
that can be subject to idiosyncratic interpretation as prior research has sug-
gested (Kalleberg 2011; Zhou 2015)—women are considerably less enthusias-
tic when it comes to particular aspects of their jobs tied to dignity.
TABLE 2 (Continued)

Treated with
Respect

Fairness in
Pay

Fairness in
Promotion

Job
Satisfaction

(1) (2) (3) (4)

(.18) (.10) (.11) (.17)
2018 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .09 .11 .56*** .06

(.17) (.10) (.11) (.17)
Constant . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.55 21.70*** 2.76 22.43***

(.73) (.46) (.50) (.68)
N . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,824 5,714 5,477 5,828
16 Following recent suggestions th
may be problematic for multistep m
and Holm 2018), we reestimated th
robust SEs. The significant relatio
to discrimination and sexual haras
of the modeling strategy used.
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Some findings pertaining to other status attributes and controls in table 2
are worth noting. Respondent income and education, as one might expect,
are associated with a greater likelihood of respect at work (b 5 0:19,
P < :01; b 5 0:04, P < :05); fairness in pay (b 5 0:20, P < :001; b 5 0:03,
P < :05); and fairness in promotion processes and opportunities (for edu-
cation, b 5 0:05, P < :001). These patterns plausibly stem from the fact
that those of higher income and education have greaterworkplace authority
and autonomy, both of which tend to elicit respect, and are more likely to
receive and have greater overall opportunities for promotion than their lower-
status counterparts. In addition, consistent with literature surrounding con-
temporary race-based discrimination and segregation as well as resulting
pay and promotion gaps between racial groups (Pager 2007; Roscigno,Wil-
liams, and Byron 2012; Stainback and Tomaskovic-Devey 2012), Black re-
spondents are less likely to perceive fairness in pay (b 5 20:21, P < :05)
and promotions (b 5 20:26, P < :05) than White respondents. Notably,
Hispanic respondents and other racial/ethnic minority respondents do not
report differences in dignity or job satisfaction compared to White respon-
dents. Both age (b 5 0:01, P < :05) and income (b 5 0:17, P < :01) are pos-
itively associated with reports of general job satisfaction.

General happiness is influential across each of the four outcomes reported.
Background dispositions clearly matter and are related to specific job and
workplace appraisals. Importantly, however, they have little if any impact
on the gendered patterns of dignity thus far reported. Indeed, rather than
dispositional differences, we suspect that the dignity (or lack thereof) that
women derive from employment is much more likely to be molded by
inequality-laden, gendered interactions, the most explicit of which are first-
hand experiences of gender discrimination and sexual harassment. We ad-
dress this possibility next.
The Implications of Gender Discrimination and Sexual
Harassment for Workplace Dignity

Are gender-specific differentials in dignity, and women’s lower overall re-
ported levels of respect and recognition, rooted in gender-based and targeted
interactions? This multilayered question is important given that social-
psychological (versus more tangible) consequences of discrimination and
sexual harassment have received comparatively little attention in the litera-
ture. Moreover, prior research on job appraisal, let alone that pertaining to
workplace dignity, has seldom considered how gendered hierarchical en-
counters and interactions matter.

We first briefly draw attention to women’s greater vulnerabilities to discrim-
ination and sexual harassment, consistent with prior literature, in figure 1.
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Gendered Dignity at Work
The predicted probabilities reported are derived from supplementary mod-
eling of the GSS data (see app. table A4). Women are nearly five times more
likely than men to report experiencing gender discrimination in their work-
place, and three times more likely to report experiencing sexual harassment.
Women in higher-status occupational positions have significantly greater
chances of perceiving gender discrimination thanwomen in lower-status po-
sitions (.13 vs. .09), with the gender gap being largest between higher occu-
pational status women versus men (.13 vs. .02). In addition, women across
racial/ethnicity groups have approximately the same chances of perceiving
gender discrimination in the workplace (.11 for Whites, .11 for Blacks, and
.10 for other race/ethnicity groups). The one exception is Hispanic women,
whose reports of gender discrimination are somewhat lower (.06). No statis-
tically significant relationship with occupational status or race/ethnicity is
observed for sexual harassment—a pattern that suggests women’s uniform
exposure to and/or reporting of sexual harassment, at least as measured by
the GSS.

How might such explicitly gendered interactions be associated with the
patterning of gendered dignity already reported?This question, tied directly
to our second hypothesis, is especially important to literatures onworkplace
inequality, gender, and justice perceptions, and is addressed directly in ta-
ble 3 where our samples are limited to only women respondents. Particu-
larly notable is the consistency of results for women across each of the four
outcomes.

Women who report experiencing gender discrimination or sexual harass-
ment are significantly less likely to report being treated with respect, to per-
ceive fairness in pay and promotions, and to report being satisfiedwith their
jobs. More specifically, those who report being discriminated against due to
gender are significantly less likely to feel as if they are treated with respect
at work (b 5 21:85, P < :001) compared to their women counterparts who
report no such discriminatory experiences. Women who indicate they have
been sexually harassed report a similar lack of perceived respect (b 5
20:99, P < :001).

Similar patterns are observed for fairness in pay (gender discrimination:
b 5 20:67, P < :001), promotion (gender discrimination: b 5 21:31, P <
:001; sexual harassment: b 5 20:67, P < :01), and satisfaction (gender dis-
crimination: b 5 21:64,P < :001; sexual harassment: b 5 20:66,P < :05).
Such findings and their consistency offer strong support for the second ar-
gument we made at the outset (hypothesis 2) that workplace appraisals are
not only gendered, but also that power-laden, gendered interactions seem to
be especially poignant towomen’sworkplace job experiences anddignity. Im-
portantly, these findings are robust regardless of whether we use either list-
wise deletion ofmissing data rather than imputation (app. table A5) or more
continuous versus binary measurement of our outcomes (app. table A6).
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Moreover, when we make use of the entire sample of women and men, we
find that women’s experiences of gender discrimination and sexual harass-
ment help account for and reduce existing gendered dignity gaps. This is
true particularly for respect but also, to some extent, for fairness in pay and
promotion (see app. table A7).17

Although self-reports of gender discrimination and sexual harassment
are strongly tied to women’s workplace dignity and satisfaction, it is also
important to consider whether these relationships are consistent across other
dimensions of status. For this reason, we replicated the full models from ta-
ble 3 using samples of respondents stratified by occupational status (i.e.,
low-status and high-status workers) and race/ethnicity (i.e., White, Black,
Hispanic, other race).We report these results in summary fashion in figures 2
and 3 and offer the underlying models in appendix tables A8 (occupational
status) andA9 (race/ethnicity).We use seemingly unrelated estimation to test
for differences in effect sizes across groups.
For occupational status, there are largely uniform patterns across the four

outcomes. That is, there is little variation between higher- and lower-status
women in the relationship between reports of gender discrimination/sexual
harassment and dignity at work (fig. 2). In fact, both gender discrimination
and (to a lesser extent) sexual harassment are associated with diminished re-
spect, a reduced sense of fairness in pay and promotions, and even lower job
satisfaction.We find only one exception to this uniformity, indicated with an
asterisk in the left-hand column of thefigure.High occupational statuswomen
who report experiencing gender discrimination are significantly less likely
than low occupational status women to perceive fairness in their pay com-
pensation (P < :05). This result is not entirely surprising given that wage
gaps and pay ceilings are more pronounced among those in the higher occu-
pational ranks (Blau and Kahn 2017). High-status women may also have
greater knowledge about other people’s pay, especially if they are in leader-
ship positions where they make pay-related decisions. Such occupational
positioning could spur a greater understanding of what is and is not fair
pay. Notably, however, especially when coupled with the patterns reported
in figure 1, high-status women are also more likely on average to report ex-
periencing gender discrimination. This is consequential because their re-
ports of gender discrimination are more strongly tied to their assessments
of fairness in pay than their lower-status counterparts.
The relationships between gender discrimination, sexual harassment, and

our four outcomes are also remarkably consistent across racial groups (see
17 Notable is that women’s levels of job satisfaction are likewise depressed by discrimi-
nation and harassment. Once discrimination and sexual harassment are accounted for,
in fact, women’s reports of job satisfaction are reduced and only marginally higher than
men’s (P 5 :052).
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FIG. 2.—Effects of gender discrimination and sexual harassment on log odds of being
reated with respect, fairness, and job satisfaction among full-time female workers by
EI group. Data are from the General Social Survey, 2002–18. Estimates are for models
ith samples of either low-status workers or high-status workers. Models include con-
rols for race, age, marital status, number of children, job tenure, organizational size,
ours worked, general happiness, sector, public/private status, urbanicity, and year fixed

effects. Significance tests are from seemingly unrelated estimations.
*P < .05 for comparison of low-status workers to high-status workers (two-tailed tests).



FIG. 3.—Effects of gender discrimination and sexual harassment on log odds of being
treated with respect, fairness, and job satisfaction among full-time female workers by
race/ethnicity. Data are from the General Social Survey, 2002–18. Estimates are for mod-
els with samples of either White workers, Black workers, Hispanic workers, or workers
in other race groups. Models include controls for age, income, education, marital status,
number of children, job tenure, organizational size, hours worked, general happiness,
sector, public/private status, urbanicity, and year fixed effects. Significance tests are from
seemingly unrelated estimations.
* P < .05 for comparison of White workers to Black workers (two-tailed tests).
1 P < .05 for comparison of White workers to Hispanic workers.
^ P < .05 for comparison of White workers to workers in “other” race groups.



Gendered Dignity at Work
fig. 3). Two small exceptions, which pertain to White workers compared to
those in other racial/ethnic groups, are indicated with carets in the left-hand
column. Women in other racial/ethnic groups who perceive gender discrim-
ination are less likely than White women to see their pay as fair (P < :05).
Thus, although perceived incidences of gender discrimination are more or
less similar across racial/ethnic groups in our data (see fig. 1), gender discrim-
ination seems to have an additional cost for women in other racial/ethnic
groups. This does not appear to be the case for sexual harassment and re-
spondents’ views of fairness in promotion opportunities. Women in other
racial/ethnic groups who report experiencing sexual harassment appear to
be more likely than their White counterparts to report fairness in promo-
tions in such a scenario (P < :05). Given within-gender pay disparities by
race/ethnicity, this finding is somewhat counterintuitive.We hope future re-
search can elaborate on such variations more effectively, perhaps with ac-
counts that draw on in-depth interviews with racial/ethnic minority women
across unique occupational domains (e.g., see Wingfield 2019). Because the
cell size is relatively small for women in other racial/ethnic groups in this
model (n 5 125), we hesitate to extrapolate too much from this pattern.
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

For nearly four decades, sociological scholarship has relied on general indi-
cators of job appraisal like job satisfaction to gaugeworkers’ assessments of
job-specific experiences and levels of contentment. This has also been true
in comparative analyses of women versus men. More recent scholarship
surrounding dignity and justice in the context of work (Hodson 2001; Sayer
2007; Bolton 2007, 2011; Crowley 2013; Liebig and Sauer 2016; Auspurg
et al. 2017; Lucas et al. 2017) suggests that job appraisals ultimately derive
from, are linked to, and should be assessed relative to dignity and, more
pointedly, the respect and recognition that individuals experience on the
job. Just how this relates to gender remains an open and important ques-
tion. We address it by systematically analyzing (1) the gendered character
of, and inequalities in, workplace dignity, and (2) the extent to which explic-
itly gendered interactional processes in the context of employment matter
for the dignity or indignity women experience.

Our analyses, which draw on fivewaves of nationally representative data,
began by modeling gender gaps across three central outcomes (i.e., respect,
fairness in pay, fairness in promotions)—outcomes that are tied directly to
dignity’s two-pronged foundations of respect and recognition (Bolton 2007;
Lucas 2015; Lucas et al. 2017). Our inclusion of a fourth andmore traditional
indicator of job satisfaction was important for comparative purposes, espe-
cially given that prior research has tended to rely on it as an indicator ofwom-
en’s job appraisals.
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Our findings clearly point to several facts that we hope scholarship in the
areas ofwork, gender, organizations and inequalitywill treat seriously. First,
our analyses and results, which control for important background attributes
(e.g., occupational positioning, general happiness disposition, job tenure, pay),
highlight thatwomen, despite generally reporting similarities in satisfaction,
experience significantly less dignity at work compared to men. Specifically,
women experience less respect from others and, on average, perceive less
overall fairness when it comes to opportunities for job mobility and the dis-
tribution of rewards. The importance of this cannot be overstated given the
consequences of dignity for self-esteem, professional efficacy, and job en-
gagement (Maslach et al. 2001; Robbins et al. 2012; Prottas 2013; Harnois
and Bastos 2018) and, as Hodson (2001, p. 22) so eloquently related, “for a
life well lived.”
Another important insight surrounds general indicators of job appraisal

such as job satisfaction. While certainly useful, such indicators should not
necessarily be treated as proxies for the sense of justice or dignity that women
derive from employment. Indeed, a sole focus on job satisfaction, as prior
literature has shown, often produces mixed results or even conclusions that
women are more content than men in their jobs. Our elaboration and em-
pirical interrogation of distinct aspects of dignity offer awarranted and long
overdue advance in this regard by underscoring ways that women, in fact,
recognize the inequalities that surround them, whether these inequalities
are interpersonal and respect oriented or tied to biases in evaluation, mobil-
ity, and rewards (Maume 1999; Castilla 2008; Blau and Kahn 2017).18 In
this vein, we implore future work to investigate factors that may be offset-
ting this negative experience (i.e., higher reports of unfair pay/promotions
and disrespect) and relative to satisfaction levels. We suspect that dynamics
of segregation, including women’s concentration in care work, people-
oriented occupations and the intrinsic value of performing such work, might
be particularly consequential (England 2005; Blau et al. 2013; Levanon and
Grusky 2016). Potential self-selection processes—processes wherein women
who are deeply unsatisfied at work and/or have negative experiences more
readily change jobs or reduce their labor market participation—may also
be partly responsible (Stone 2007; McLaughlin, Uggen, and Blackstone 2017).
Equally pertinent to future scholarship on work, inequality, and gender is

our attention, analyses, and findings on dignity’s associations with and the
potential impact of explicitly gendered interactions. Consistent with prior
research (e.g., McLaughlin et al. 2012; McCann et al. 2018; Dobbin and
18 Supplementary analyses (table A1) further provide some evidence that the potential
gender paradox in satisfaction is a function of mixing intrinsic and extrinsic evaluations
of work. Indeed, the lack of gender difference in satisfaction becomes significant, with
women reporting higher levels than men, once we control for extrinsic features of work-
place experience captured by our dignity indicators.
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Kalev 2019; Roscigno 2019), we briefly noted women’s greater vulnerabil-
ity to gender discrimination and sexual harassment and, particularly unique
to the current study, then analyzed how discrimination and sexual harass-
ment are associated with women’s dignity and even their satisfaction levels.
Women who report experiencing gender discrimination and sexual harass-
ment perceive lower levels of respect, fairness in pay (for gender discrimination
only), fairness in promotions, and job satisfaction compared to their female
peers who report no such discriminatory or sexually harassing encounters.
As reported in supplementary analyses, the recognition of such gender-laden
interactional encounters and their inclusion in our modeling helps explain
the observed gender gaps in dignity at work.

We believe that our results in the above regards are incredibly impor-
tant, and for at least two reasons. First, prior research on workplace ap-
praisals rarely considers or empirically accounts for interactions that may be
uniquely gendered or gender targeted. Second, and beyond the more tangi-
ble consequences of discrimination (e.g., pay gaps, segregation, promotions)
highlighted in prior work, our analyses underscore the additional dignity-
related costs associated with gender discrimination and sexual harassment.
Sociolegal scholars (e.g., Austin 1988; Bernstein 1997; Friedman and Whit-
man 2003; Saguy 2003) have persuasively contended for some time that the
social-psychological costs of gender-targeted discriminatory and harassing
experiences are just ascentral to women’s overall well-being as material costs.
We hope future work will treat seriously and expand upon our findings in
this regard.

Although our study offers several important advances, there are certainly
limitations worth acknowledging and that we hope future work might ad-
dress. We recognize, for instance, that our use of cross-sectional data poses
challenges especially when it comes to assessing the direction of the key re-
lationships we are describing. Alternative interpretations should certainly
be considered. First and foremost, women’s views of or inclination to recog-
nize sexual harassment and gender discrimination may very well stem from
objective forms of inequality in merit and mobility that they experience. In
such a case, causality is arguably reversed. For example, if women are being
paid less and/or are promoted less readily than their male counterparts, and
they recognize such facts in a given workplace, the possibility that discrim-
ination or even quid pro quo sexual harassment may be playing a role could
be amplified. Although we can imagine this to be the case, our confidence in
directionality is bolstered to some degree by the fact that gender discrimina-
tion and sexual harassment, according to our results, seem to be consequen-
tial not merely in terms of renumeration (i.e., pay and promotions) but also
in terms women’s sense of respect and satisfaction; and by our findings sur-
rounding sexual harassment, which point to consequences for two of three
dignity-specific outcomes and satisfaction.
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Our analyses are additionally limited to self-reports of gender-based dis-
crimination and sexual harassment rather than legally vetted and verified
charges.However, as we noted earlier, discrimination and sexual harassment
remain vastly under-reported in official accounts (e.g., McCann et al. 2018).
As such, self-reports via surveys likely capture discriminatory and harassing
experiences that would otherwise not appear in other official statistics (e.g.,
EEOC cases). Women’s self-reports also align with what we know of the
realities of gendered social closure in workplaces and the many tangible in-
equalities it produces (e.g., Zippel 2006;Kalev 2014; Quadlin 2018; Yavorsky
2019). We nevertheless encourage future work and data collection efforts to
better account for and consider causal pathways and to measure and model
gender discrimination and sexual harassment in their various forms.
We also recognize that dignity, as a multifaceted concept, may be opera-

tionalized in other innovative ways (Anjali and Sharma 2019). For example,
Crowley’s (2013)work connects dignity toworkplace or job conditions (mea-
sured by the levels of autonomy, creativity, andmeaningfulness that individ-
uals experience). Lucas (2015), on the other hand, highlights that dignity at
work might also entail informal, and not just formal, types of recognition.
We encourage future work in these areas, andwith attention to how alterna-
tive operationalizations of dignity are related to gender but also toworkplace
discrimination and sexual harassment. Importantly, such efforts should re-
main explicitly cognizant of respect and recognition, which comprise the
two-pronged foundations of dignity.
Despite such caveats, we see our results, their consistency, and their ro-

bustness in the face of controls and a host of alternative modeling strategies
as affirming the impact of explicitly gendered interactions and the harms as-
sociated with them. Indeed, our findings build on and contribute to other
recent work by, for instance, Hart (2019), who finds in a national survey ex-
periment that respondents are less likely to recommendpromotion forwomen
who self-report being sexually harassed at work compared to those who ex-
perience other types of harassment or whose sexual harassment is reported
by a coworker. The fact that women who report being sexually harassed in
our analyses aremore likely to view promotions unfairlymay stem from very
real and objective biases or retaliation that they may have experienced. Our
study makes clear that gendered interactions such as discrimination and sex-
ual harassment are tightly connected to women’s perceptions of fairness, re-
spect, and satisfaction.
Gendered dignity and the relative impact of discrimination and sexual

harassment, of course, may vary depending on other status attributes—a
point we considered with supplementary modeling. Women of higher oc-
cupational status likely have additional knowledge as to what constitutes
gender discrimination given their advanced education and training. They
are also more likely to work in less sex-segregated workplaces than their
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lower-status peers (Blau et al. 2013) and, thus, may compete with men directly
for promotions andmerit increases—conditions that likely intensify gendered
social closure andmake discrimination and bias all the more apparent (Ros-
cigno 2019). The consequences for dignity, however, are largely similar across
the occupational hierarchy. For women of both high and low occupational
status, experiences of gender discrimination and (to a lesser extent) sexual ha-
rassment erode respect, satisfaction, and fairness in merit appraisals. This
finding is notable because it suggests that having high occupational status,
along with possible compensating factors such as authority or work autonomy,
does not necessarily provide protective cover relative to the dignity or indig-
nities individuals experience.19

Our analyses similarly found mostly uniform patterns among women of
varying racial/ethnic groups. This does not imply by any means that qual-
itative differences in gender discrimination and sexual harassment do not
exist amongWhite and racial/ethnic minority women. Racial/ethnic minor-
ity women may classify instances of gender discrimination and sexual ha-
rassment differently than White women, given that gendered interactions
may be intertwined with racial discrimination and racism—a point that is
beyond the scope of our current analyses but worthy of attention in its own
right (see, e.g., Ortiz and Roscigno 2009; Harnois 2015; Chavez and Wing-
field 2018). Where race mattered more so in our analyses was in the relation-
ship between gender discrimination and perceptions of fair pay and pro-
motion appraisals. One specific pattern worth noting in this regard is that
women in other racial/ethnic groups who report gender discrimination per-
ceive pay appraisals as less fair than comparableWhitewomen.We hope fu-
ture research will interrogate more deeply why this is the case and analyze
how gendered and racialized interactions shape such appraisals. We also
hope researchers will further unpack workplace dignity specifically in refer-
ence to both racism and sexism.

Our attention to gendered dignity and to the impact of gender-laden ex-
periences of discrimination and sexual harassment is long overdue in the
literature. We see our contribution as but a starting point, with several sig-
nificant questions remaining: How do gendered patterns of dignity, and
their relation to discrimination and sexual harassment, impact women’s
overall health and well-being? How might women confront aggressors or
19 The one exception to this largely uniform pattern is that women of high occupational
status are more likely to connect gender discrimination to unfair pay appraisals than
women of low occupational status who also experience gender discrimination. This find-
ing probably stems from the fact that higher-status women have much more informa-
tion about wage-setting processes and/or feel more entitled to larger merit increases than
lower-status women. Higher-status jobs, to be sure, also have larger pay bandwidths than
lower-status jobs, making gender pay gaps more pronounced and noticeable at higher lev-
els (Blau and Kahn 2017).
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respond in ways that confer or restore dignity? And, no less important, how
might organizational policies or even legal remedies be instituted in a man-
ner that preserves or protects dignity?
These are fundamental questions in our view that should be of relevance

to inequality, gender, work, and perhaps even health scholars. Moreover,
we suspect that, beyond discriminatory and sexually harassing encounters,
women’s dignity andworkplace experiences are likely conditioned by addi-
tional processes and factors related toworkplace organization, such as the con-
figuration of control regimes (Crowley 2013), family and work policies (Hirsh,
Treleaven, and Fuller 2020; Padavic, Ely, and Reid 2020), compositional dy-
namics at the organizational or work-team levels (Dobbin and Kalev 2019)
and/or programs that have diversity as their aim (Kalev, Dobbin, and Kelly
2006). We hope future scholarship will extend attention to dignity in general,
and women’s dignity at work in particular, with these possibilities in mind.
Doing so, we believe, will provide important and deeper insights into the world
of work. It will also offer leveragewhen it comes to questions of justice—jus-
tice that, in many ways, has always undergirded sociological scholarship’s fo-
cus on employment, inequality, and gender.
APPENDIX

TABLE A1
Job Satisfaction among Full-Time Workers
596
JOB SATISFACTION

(1) (2)

Female . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .04 .34*
(.12) (.14)

Treated with respect. . . . . . . . . . 1.74***
(.14)

Fairness in pay . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .74***
(.13)

Fairness in promotion. . . . . . . . . 1.51***
(.13)

Other background attributes:
Black (ref 5 White) . . . . . . . . 2.12 2.05

(.16) (.18)
Hispanic (ref 5 White) . . . . . . .01 2.06

(.19) (.20)
Other race (ref 5 White). . . . . 2.16 2.19

(.24) (.25)
Age . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .01* .02**

(.01) (.01)
(ln) income. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .19** .15

(.07) (.08)
Education . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .03 2.00

(.02) (.02)



TABLE A1 (Continued)

JOB SATISFACTION

(1) (2)

Married . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.07 2.14
(.12) (.13)

Children . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .04 .05
(.04) (.05)

Controls:
Job tenure . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .02 .02

(.01) (.01)
(ln) organizational size . . . . . . 2.04 .01

(.03) (.03)
Hours worked . . . . . . . . . . . . . .14* .19**

(.06) (.06)
General happiness. . . . . . . . . . .89*** .67***

(.10) (.11)
Sector (ref 5 extractive & other):
Core. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .35 .56

(.28) (.29)
High-wage service . . . . . . . . . .16 .27

(.28) (.28)
Low-wage service . . . . . . . . . . .34 .55

(.28) (.29)
Public sector (ref 5 private) . . . . .29 .46*

(.17) (.19)
Residence (ref 5 suburban):
Urban . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .00 2.08

(.13) (.14)
Rural . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .12 .09

(.19) (.23)
GSS year (ref 5 2002):
2006 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .15 .14

(.15) (.17)
2010 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .04 .13

(.17) (.19)
2014 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.26 2.24

(.17) (.19)
2018 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .01 2.22

(.17) (.19)
Constant . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 22.47*** 24.81***

(.71) (.83)
N . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,395
NOTE.—Log odds estimates; SEs are in parentheses. Data from General Social Survey,
2002–18.

* P < .05 (two-tailed tests).
** P < .01.
*** P < .001.



TABLE A2
Replication of Table 2 Using Listwise Deletion

of Missing Data Rather Than Imputation

Treated with
Respect

Fairness in
Pay

Fairness in
Promotion

Job
Satisfaction

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Female . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.36* 2.26** 2.33*** .06
(.15) (.08) (.09) (.14)

Other background attributes:
Black (ref 5 White) . . . . . . . . .03 2.33** 2.31** .02

(.19) (.11) (.12) (.20)
Hispanic (ref 5 White) . . . . . . .74** .00 .00 2.01

(.26) (.12) (.14) (.21)
Other race (ref 5 White). . . . . .15 2.12 2.15 2.36

(.31) (.16) (.19) (.25)
Age . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .01 .00 .00 .02***

(.01) (.00) (.00) (.01)
(ln) income. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .23** .22*** .09 .20**

(.07) (.05) (.05) (.07)
Education . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .04 .02 .06*** .04

(.02) (.01) (.02) (.02)
Married . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .05 2.14 .05 2.04

(.15) (.08) (.09) (.14)
Children . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .13* 2.03 .01 2.00

(.05) (.03) (.03) (.05)
Controls:
Job tenure . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.01 .01 2.01* .01

(.01) (.00) (.01) (.01)
(ln) organizational size . . . . . . 2.09** 2.02 2.07*** 2.05

(.03) (.02) (.02) (.03)
Hours worked . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.06 2.11*** .04 .12

(.06) (.03) (.04) (.07)
General happiness. . . . . . . . . . .88*** .34*** .47*** 1.07***

(.13) (.06) (.07) (.12)
Sector (ref 5 extractive & other):
Core. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.26 2.15 2.14 .05

(.34) (.20) (.20) (.30)
High-wage service . . . . . . . . . 2.08 2.24 2.03 2.11

(.34) (.20) (.19) (.30)
Low-wage service . . . . . . . . . . 2.13 2.22 2.03 .09

(.34) (.20) (.20) (.30)
Public sector (ref 5 private) . . . . 2.19 2.24* 2.17 .25

(.19) (.10) (.11) (.20)
Residence (ref 5 suburban):
Urban . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .21 .02 .02 2.08

(.15) (.08) (.09) (.15)
Rural . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .49 .10 2.08 .11

(.26) (.13) (.14) (.22)
GSS year (ref 5 2002):
2006 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.28 2.09 .03 .08

(.22) (.12) (.13) (.19)
2010 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.29 2.31* .06 .21

(.24) (.13) (.14) (.22)
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TABLE A2 (Continued)

Treated with
Respect

Fairness in
Pay

Fairness in
Promotion

Job
Satisfaction

(1) (2) (3) (4)

2014 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.55* 2.13 2.05 2.21
(.23) (.12) (.14) (.21)

2018 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.34 2.03 .38** 2.07
(.22) (.12) (.14) (.22)

Constant . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.75 21.59** 21.03 22.70***
(.82) (.52) (.57) (.80)

N . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,386 4,316 4,147 4,389
599
* P < .05 (two-tailed tests).
** P < .01.
*** P < .001.

TABLE A3
Replication of Table 2 Using More Continuous Rather

Than Binary Measurement of Outcomes

Treated with
Respect

Fairness in
Pay

Fairness in
Promotion

Job
Satisfaction

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Female . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .00 2.09** 2.12*** .04
(.02) (.03) (.03) (.02)

Other background attributes:
Black (ref 5 White) . . . . . . . . .00 2.12** 2.07 2.08*

(.03) (.04) (.05) (.03)
Hispanic (ref 5 White) . . . . . . .08* 2.02 2.06 2.01

(.03) (.04) (.05) (.04)
Other race (ref 5 White). . . . . 2.02 2.08 2.09 2.11*

(.04) (.06) (.07) (.05)
Age . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .00* 2.00 2.00 .00***

(.00) (.00) (.00) (.00)
(ln) income. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .04** .09*** .03 .05**

(.01) (.02) (.02) (.02)
Education . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .02*** .01 .02** .00

(.00) (.01) (.01) (.00)
Married . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .05* 2.05 .02 .02

(.02) (.03) (.03) (.02)
Children . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .01 2.00 .00 .02**

(.01) (.01) (.01) (.01)
Controls:

Job tenure . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.00 .00 2.00 .00
(.00) (.00) (.00) (.00)

(ln) organizational size . . . . . . 2.02*** 2.00 2.04*** 2.02***
(.00) (.01) (.01) (.01)

Hours worked . . . . . . . . . . . . . .01 2.05*** .02 .03***
(.01) (.01) (.01) (.01)

General happiness. . . . . . . . . . .15*** .14*** .21*** .27***
(.02) (.02) (.03) (.02)



TABLE A3 (Continued)

Treated with
Respect

Fairness in
Pay

Fairness in
Promotion

Job
Satisfaction

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Sector (ref 5 extractive & other):
Core. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.09* 2.05 2.06 .02

(.05) (.07) (.07) (.06)
High-wage service . . . . . . . . . .00 2.10 2.01 .05

(.05) (.07) (.07) (.06)
Low-wage service . . . . . . . . . . 2.04 2.11 2.02 .06

(.05) (.07) (.07) (.06)
Public sector (ref 5 private) . . . . 2.07** 2.13*** 2.10* .08**

(.03) (.04) (.04) (.03)
Residence (ref 5 suburban):
Urban . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .02 .04 .03 .02

(.02) (.03) (.03) (.02)
Rural . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .05 2.00 2.04 .03

(.03) (.04) (.06) (.04)
GSS year (ref 5 2002):
2006 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.01 .06 .03 2.03

(.03) (.04) (.04) (.03)
2010 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.04 2.02 .04 2.04

(.03) (.04) (.05) (.03)
2014 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.11*** .04 .05 2.06

(.03) (.04) (.05) (.03)
2018 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.06* .09* .19*** .00

(.03) (.04) (.04) (.03)
Constant . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.45*** 1.68*** 2.27*** 2.12***

(.14) (.21) (.22) (.17)
N . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,824 5,714 5,477 5,828
600
* P < .05 (two-tailed tests).
** P < .01.
*** P < .001.



TABLE A4
Likelihood of Experiencing Gender Discrimination and Sexual

Harassment among Full-Time Workers

GENDER SEXUAL

DISCRIMINATION HARASSMENT

(1) (2) (1) (2)

Female . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1.52*** 1.43*** 1.00*** .99***
(.15) (.28) (.18) (.21)

High-status worker. . . . . . . . . . . . 2.22 .07
(.28) (.21)

High-status worker � female. . . .63* NS
(.31)

Black . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .26 2.05
(.36) (.26)

Black � female . . . . . . . . . . . . . NS NS
Hispanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .60 2.17

(.40) (.28)
Hispanic � female . . . . . . . . . . 21.27** NS

(.47)
Other race . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .53 2.20

(.48) (.42)
Other race � female . . . . . . . . . NS NS

Age . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.00 2.04***
(.01) (.01)

Age � female. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . NS NS
601
NOTE.—Log odds estimates; SEs are in parentheses. Data are from the General Social Sur-
vey, 2002–18. N 5 5,838. Gender discrimination measures whether the respondent feels they
are discriminated against at their job due to gender. Sexual harassment measures whether the
respondent has been sexually harassed by anyone at their job in the past 12months. In addition
to controls shown in the table, models above also control formarital status, number of children,
job tenure, organizational size, hours worked, general happiness, sector, public/private status,
urbanicity, and year fixed effects.

* P < .05 (two-tailed tests).
** P < .01.
*** P < .001.
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